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1. introduction 

On August 24, 2000. Global N.4Ps. Illiiiois Inc. ("Petitioner" or %lobal") opened 

negotiations with Southern Yew England l'elephone Company regarding the t e r m  of an  

interconnection agreement. On August 21, 2001. the negotiations were expanded to include S13C 

affiliates. notably Illinois Bell Telephone Company d!b!a Anieritech Illinois ("Ameritech"). Those 

negotiations were ultiinately unsuccessful 

On Novcmber 301 2001 ~ Global lileci its petition for arbitration citing unresolved issues. 'The 

case was docketed and heard as Case No. 0 1-0786. 

Ihe issues to bc determined were: 

I .  Should either party be required to install more than one point 01 
interconnection per LA 1 A? 

2. Should each party be responsible Cor the costs associated with Lraiisporling 
t~ieconimunications traffic lo thc single I'ol'? 

3. Should Anieritech's local calling area boundaries be imposed on 
Global or may Global broadly defiiic its own loc.al calling arcas? 

4. Can Global assign to i ts  c~istomers VXX codes thai are "homed" i n  a 
ccntral oflice switch outside of' the local calling area in which the 
customer resides'? 

f'wswnt to the schcdule set forth by the Administrative Law Judge; as noted in the I'roposed 

Arbitration Order.' Global lilcs its exception to the Proposed Decision on issue 3_ i.e.; expanding the 

definition of local calling areas tu benefit Illinois consumers. In support of its exceptions. Global 

I 
Proposed Arbitration Decision, In the Matter of the Petition Of Global NAPS, Inc. Petition for 
Arbitration Pursuant to 47 USC Section 252(b/ of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 of 
Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions with Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a 
Ameritech fllinois, Case No. 01-0786 at 17 (April 4, 2002). ("Proposed Decision"). 
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reitcrates the arguments niade in its initial briefand reply brief and further responds to the I'roposed 

I>ec ihn  as I'ollons: 

I!. Exceptions 

Issue 3: Should A eritech-IL's local calling area boundaries be 
imposed on Global, or may Global broadly define its own local 
calling areas? 

a. Competition Is Encouraged By Permitting CLECs To Define Their 
Own Local Calling Areas. 

At issue is whether GIohal can define its ou-11 local calling areas for intercarrier compensation 

purposes. Global wishes to define a LA'I'A wide local calling area. Ameritech wishes to impose 

access charges whenever a call originates in one Aineritech local calliiig area and teriniuates outside 

ot'that area. The Proposed Order "rejects Global's request that it be allowed to define its own local 

calling arcs.": The ordcr perpetuates the status quo at the expense of conipetition and Illinois 

consuniers. 

Without enabling competitors to d e h e  their local calling areas; the benefits of "technological 

changes" will not be rralized.: Specifically, competitors will not be able to provide LATA-wide 

local calling il'the>- must pay access charges and/or transport charges that are well in excess 01' cost. 

The fact is the status quo continues to allow Ameritech to impose its locd calling areas upon Global 

through the application of access charges-making it impossible for Global to offer LATA-wide 

* 
Proposed Decision at 12 

See id. 3 
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local service. 'l'he result is even more egregious considering that Amcritecli's wircless affiliate offers 

long distance calling plans which don't std'fer I tom the same economic burdens that it imposes on 

its wireline customers. And why are subscribers flocking to cell phones for a less expensive means 

to place intraL.Mii long distance calls? Simple: competition for wirclcss service has forced the 

pric.ing plans to he competitive. Without introducing the opportunity for competition to rise in 

similar wireline services. consumers are destined to continue to pay monopoly-based retail prices 

instead of competitive. cost-hascd prices. 

'To the extent that it is necessarq.; Global urges the Commission to reconsider its decision, or 

at a mininium. establish a generic docket aimed at enliuping local calling areas in light of the 

declining costs oftransport. 'I'herc is no longer cost support to justi@ calling areas smaller than :i 

LATA. H'avoidance of "confusion" is the true motivator behind the reliance on status quo local 

uch "confusion" can be dealt with and resolved in a generic doclet.' 

'The advent of competition was supposed to c.hmgc industry custom and practice and. as a 

result. provide .for choice by the customer between expanded offerings ofmultiple providers at lotver 

prices. Rctcntion of I1~;EC's industry custom and practice has denied consumers ofthe competitive 

benefits: including lower pricing which has been cxperienced in the long distance markets, and the 

innovative services that otherwise might be. available if competition were allowed to flourish rather 

than founder. Six ye-ars alter the Act, which sought to spread competition, all that remains i s  

numerous companies littering the competitive landscape with a few niche players. I'roinotinp 

competition. not preserving the statns quo. was the goal ol'the Act. TIIw, retention ofthe status quo 

See id. 
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is at odds with the Act. does not encourage competition, or spread benefits to Illinois consumers. 

Instead. it serves to direct Cl.EC.'s to invest in other markets. 

To promote competition. Global urges the Commission to revisit the issue of local calling 

areas. Spccificall~-, thc Commission should permit Global to impose LAI'R-wide calling areas 

without being sub.jec.1 to access lees by virtue of superimposing existing local calling areas and their 

related compensation regime on Global's defined 1.CAs. 

b. Ameritech's Application Of Access Charges Violates The 
Telecommunications Act. 

The Administmtiw Law Judge's Proposed Decision would peiinit ,\meritech to impose 

access chargcs \vhenc\. er a call origiiiatcs and terminates in different Ameritech-defined local calling 

areas. Access c.harges may he imposed, however, only where a c.arrier offers exchange access. 

Exchange access is defined by the Telecommunications Act as "the oflering of access to telephnne 

exchange services or facilities for the purpose of the origination or termination of telephone toll 

services."' The teim "telephone mll service" mews "telephone service between stations in dilkrcnt 

eschange areas for wvhicli there is made a separate charge not included in contrac.ts with subscribers 

for exchaiigc scr\-icc.Iv6 Consequently, access charges can only apply M-here the end-user must pay 

toll charges. 

In the instant case. Global has no intention of charging 'myone toll charges for calls within 

the LATA (or for virtual NXX calls). Thus. under the definitions of the 'Tclecomniuniciitions Act. 

i 
47 USC 5 153 (40). 

See 47 USC $ 5  153 (47), (48) 
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access charges should not apply. hiposition of access charges in the absence of "telephone toll 

service" has no basis i n  the 'l'eleconiniunications Act and is inconsistent with the best interests 01' 

Illinois consumers. Ameritech should not be. pern1itte.d to impose access charges on Global for 

anything other than telephoiic toll servic.e. 

C. The Commission's rulings with regard to the Interconnection 
Agreement do not pertain to ISP bound traffic. 

Global has always been an admiant proponent of the two call theor). of iiitcrcarrier 

compensation for ISK' bound traf'fic, As a substantial ainoiint of Global's tral'iic has always been 

incoming ISP hound traffic. the two call theory significantly benetits (ilobal as Global is paid 

reciprocal conipeiisatioii for terminating calls to ISI's. Unfortunately: the two call theoi'y is not the 

law. 

The F K ' s  /SP Order rejceted the two call theory and explained. "[tlhe proper focus for 

identi6ing a cornmunicatioii needs to be on the user interacting with a desired web page; friend, 

game or  chat rooin. not on the iiicreasingly mystifying technical and mechanical activily in the 

middle that makes the communication possible."' The ISP Oru'erwent on to state, "because we now 

exercisc our authorie under section 201 to determine the appropriate interc.arrier compensation for 

ISP-bound traflic- state comniissions will no longer have authority to address this issue."* 

Under the IS" Order. the physical location 01' the ISP is irrelevant to the question of 

intercarrier compensation. Moreover, intercmrier compensation for ISP bound traffic is controlled 

Tmpiementation OfLacai Competition Pmoisronr In the Te/ecommunicaiions Ad .f 1996, InterCamer Compenration,%r 
ISP BoundTrafic, Order on Remand and Report and Order, 16 FCC Rcd. 9151 at7  59 (rel. April 27,2001) 
("TSP Order''). 

' Id. 7 82. 
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u..holly by the ISP Oder  so the Commission has no jurisdiction over i t  and it cannot be the sul3,iect 

of interconnection agreements. 'lhc Commission should be clear that its rulings with regard to the 

Intcrconnectioii i4greenient do not pertain to ISP bound traffic. 

111. Conclusion 

For the reasons set tirth above. and for the reasons set o~it  in Global's initial briefand reply briel.. 

pretiously filed. the Commission should rule in favor of Global's exception and issue a final order 

consistciit lvith said exception. 
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